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Call to order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 

Dr. O'Brien advised that the first item on the agenda, Fall Convocation Lists 
- 1978, would be dealt with in "Closed Session" and he asked those in 


attendance who were not members of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


With respect to the statement that operating expenses for the units was 
averaging about fifty-thousand dollars per year, ..." (last paragraph, page 8, 
Minutes of the Meeting of September 22, 1978), it was stated that Dr. Wall 
had estimated last year that it would cost approximately sixty-five thousand 
dollars per year for each "college" and although it was not noted in the 
minutes, it was thought that Dr. Wall had advised at the last meeting that the 
costs were running somewhat higher than had been estimated last year. That 
would put the cost for the Institute of Community and Public Affairs higher 
than sixty-five thousand dollars, as opposed to the figure of fifty thousand 
dollars reported in the Minutes, and if so, the Minutes should be changed to 
reflect that. 


Dr. Wall confirmed that, in response to a question concerning costs which 
was raised at the last meeting, he had stated that the costs were running 
higher than had been estimated. However, he also thought that he had 
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advised that the ongoing operating costs per unit were averaging about fifty 
thousand dollars per year, as stated in the Minutes. 


It was pointed out that Dr. Wall's comment "that the costs were running 
higher than had been expected", was not noted in the Minutes and it was 
agreed that the Minutes be changed to include that comment. 


Concerning the matter of a student submitting the same paper to two 
different courses and Dr. O'Brien's statement that "it should be looked into 
to see how it might be covered." (paragraph 7, page 18, Minutes of 
September 22, 1978), it was stated that one had the impression at that 
meeting, perhaps wrongly, that the matter was going to be referred to a 
committee for further study. Since Senate was now being presented with an 
amendment to the Plagiarism document (US-78-10-D8), it was wondered 
what had been meant by the statement. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the matter could not have been referred back to 
the committee because the committee no longer existed. He advised that 
what he meant by his statement was what in fact has been done. Referring 
to document US-78-12-D2, Emendations to document US-78-10-D8, 
which. was distributed for today's meeting, he advised that it included a 
section which if adopted, would cover the case in question. That was, a 
provision has been drafted which could now serve as a basis for Senate 
discussion as to whether or not the matter should be considered an offense. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. CANNON, SECONDED BY MR. SASKIN, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 22, 1978, 
AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that at the last meeting a question had been 
raised about a committee concerning facilities for handicapped people in the 
University. He advised that the committee which had been appointed last 
Spring was now beginning to meet and to look into the matters that were 
referred to it. Although as yet there was no report or recommendations from 
the committee, the committee was in fact now operating. 


He advised that the Institute of Community and Public Affairs has been 
approved by the Board of Governors, essentially on the same basis as 
earlier "small units". What has not been decided at this point was the date of 
implementation, which was a question that he hoped would be taken up 
within the next few months. The question of the French version of the name 
of the Institute, which was raised at the last Senate meeting and which was 
to have been resolved in time for the Board meeting, has not yet been 
resolved. 


Dr. Wall advised that the issue had become a bit more complicated because 
there was now some concern about the English version of the title. 
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However, the titles for the Institute would be presented shortly for 
approval. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning University policy on cancellation of 
classes on statutory holidays, particularly with reference to the cancellation 
of evening classes on Thanksgiving Day, Dr. O'Brien confirmed that there 
was a policy. However, the case in point was a special situation resulting 
from some confusion that occurred. The policy for this year was that there 
were no day classes and there were evening classes on Thanksgiving and 
while this represented a change in policy from the previous year, it was 
nonetheless a clear policy. Unfortunately, announcements got out-that were 
wrong and it appeared in the circumstances, that the best way out of the 
confusing situation, was not to hold evening classes for this year. The 
policy for next year was that there would be no day classes and that evening 
classes would be held and steps have been taken to try to ensure that the 
same confusion would not be created next year. 


Responding to a question concerning examinations being given on High 
Holidays, Dr. O'Brien advised that he was aware of the particular incident 
which had given rise to the question and he felt that it was one in which it 
would be better for him not to comment on at the moment because it was at 
such a stage of being looked into that it would be premature to do so. 
However, he advised that one way or another the situation would get 
clarified. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Swamy conveyed Prof. Douglass's apologies for not being present at 
today's meeting, explaining that Prof. Douglass was being honoured at the 
annual meeting of the St. Lawrence Section of the American Society for 
Engineering Education for his excellence in teaching and his outstanding 
contributions to Engineering education. 


Dean Cohen announced that Professors Anderson, Newman, and Widden 
(Biology Department), have each been awarded a strategic grant by the 
Natural Sciences and Engineering Council. 


Prof. D. O'Connor advised that, pursuant to the Federal Government's 
announced two and one half billion dollar cutback in the budget, he has 
been advised by C.A.U.T. that the Cabinet was currently discussing what 
to do with an amount of several million dollars. He has been asked by 
C.A.U.T. to urge his colleagues to write to the Federal M.-P. representing 
N.D.G., suggesting to him that indeed it would be worthwhile if some of 
that several millions of dollars could be put into the area of research and 
development, particularly for scientific research or for research in the social 
sciences and humanities, and at the same time, attempt to express in 
concrete terms the impact that such monies might have for Concordia 
University and the local community. 
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Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
COMMITTEE, THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS 
COMMITTEE, AND THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON SMALL UNITS 
(DOC-US-78-12-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations concerning Plagiarism 


With respect to the Academic Regulations concerning Plagiarism, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that the basic document, from the last meeting, was 
document US-78-10-D8 and that document US-78-12-D2, which was 
circulated for this meeting, was a set of proposed revisions to the basic 
document resulting from discussions at the last meeting. With respect to 
Section r, document US-78-12-D2 (Emendations to document 
US-78-10-D8), Dr. O'Brien explained that the effect of the wording being 
proposed would be to apply the same procedures and sanctions found in the 
document on Plagiarism (DOC-US-78-10-D8) to the case of "submitting a 
term paper to two or more instructors without prior permission of the 
instructors concerned". He emphasized that the paragraph did not say that it 
was plagiarism, and in fact it stated that it was not plagiarism, but also that 
the procedure to be used and the sanctions to be applied would be the same 
as those for plagiarism. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that apart from the paragraph suggested under Section I 
(DOC-US-78-12-D2), the proposed emendations were essentially agreed to 
at the previous Senate meeting or were technical matters of wording and 
probably would not require a great deal of rediscussion. 


Senate was advised that the student Senators were opposed to the inclusion 
of the provision (Section I, document US-78-12-D2) in the document on 
Plagiarism (‘DOC-US-78-10-D8) and to the severe sanctions that could be 
applied. 


The feeling was expressed that it was a misnomer to have sanctions under 
plagiarism apply to something that was clearly labeled as not being 
plagiarism. Also, this was a separate issue and should be treated as such. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that technically there was no problem in including the 
paragraph in a document on plagiarism, or including it in a separate 
document with whatever the content of such a document might be, or not 
having any rule on the matter at all. It was up to Senate to decide how it 
wanted to handle the matter. 


It was stated that at the last Senate meeting it seemed that there was a 
significant proportion of Senators who agreed that nothing in fact should be 
done about the matter, except perhaps to ask the instructors why their 


courses were so identical. The real issue was that it should not be 
technically possible to write exactly the same paper in two separate courses. 
Although the same subject matter could be covered in two different courses, 
presumably it would be covered in a different way in each course and one 
would not expect that the same assignment would be suitable for both. It 
was argued that one would be very reluctant to see the University take a 
stand on something when its responsibility seemed to lie, not with the 
student, but elsewhere. 


It was stated that the proposed paragraph (Section I, document 
US-78-12-D2) was very vague and did not address itself to such things as 
questions of timing and reinforcement. Also, the sanctions far outweighed 
the importance of the act itself. 


It was argued that it was irrelevant whether this was incorporated into a 
document on plagiarism or covered in a separate document. What was 
important was that it was not impossible for such a thing to occur. For 
example, it was possible for a student in Engineering to submit the same 
paper in a project course for which that student might have registered, as a 
technical report which was required in the final year, the subject matter in 
both cases being wide open. If that was to happen and if it was discovered, 
the question then arises as to how serious the crime was considered to be 
and what range of sanctions should be applied. It was felt that this was 
something that could not be ignored and one way or another, Senate would 
have to consider it. 


Again with respect to the question of a student submitting an identical paper 
to two different instructors, it was recalled that at the last Senate meeting it 
had been argued that if it was possible for such a thing to happen, it was not 
the fault of the student but rather it was a curriculum problem. It was also 
pointed out that a course syllabus listing the specific requirements for a 
course was presented to the students by the professor at the beginning of 
term and it was argued that if a student was fulfilling the requirements of 
that course independently of fulfilling the requirements of another course at 
the same time, that student was in fact fulfilling-his obligation to that 
professor. 


Again, it was argued that if a paper could be submitted twice in different 
courses, the fault did not lie with the student but rather with the curriculum. 
It was further argued that obviously if such a thing was possible it should 
be stated in the curriculum outline or on a Faculty basis, where original 
work had to be submitted. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that there were three alternatives before Senate and he 
was inclined to call a straw vote on these alternatives. The first was to pass 
what was contained in Section I of document US-78-12-D2; the second was 
to do nothing; and the third was for Senate to say that the matter should be 
dealt with somehow but outside the context of the document on Plagiarism 
(DOC-US-78-10-D8). 
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It was stated that if the view of the University as a whole was that the 
practice of submitting the same paper to two different courses should be 
allowed, that would encourage professors to impose strictly confined or 
more narrowly defined term papers in their courses, which would definitely 
not be to the advantage -of anyone. 


Senate agreed that straw votes be taken on the following alternatives: 


1) That the question of submitting the same piece of work to two or 
more-instructors should be treated along the same lines as 
Plagiarism, and a suitable section should be added to the document 
on Plagiarism CDOC-US-78-10-D8). 


2) That there should not be any regulation on the matter, either in the 
Plagiarism document or in any other document 


3) That the matter should be considered further but outside the 
context of the document on Plagiarism. 


STRAW VOTES WERE TAKEN ON THE ABOVE ALTERNATIVES 
AND THE THIRD ALTERNATIVE RECEIVED A MAJORITY OF THE 
VOTES CAST. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. CANNON, SECONDED BY MR. SASKIN, 
THAT BE IT RESOLVED THAT AN AD HOC COMMITTEE BE 
STRUCK TO EXAMINE AND PROPOSE TO SENATE ANY 
REGULATIONS THE COMMITTEE DEEMS FIT, WITH REGARDS TO 
THE ISSUE OF MULTIPLE SUBMISSIONS OF COURSE PAPERS. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED BY DEAN 
COHEN, THAT SECTIONS I AND II OF THE DOCUMENT ON 
PLAGIARISM (DOC-US-78-10-D8), INCORPORATING THE 
CHANGES IN DOCUMENT US-78-12-D2 (EXCLUDING THE 
PROPOSED PARAGRAPH IN SECTION 1, BUT INCLUDING THE 
CHANGE IN THE TITLE OF SECTION Il, BE APPROVED. 


It was noted that Section III of the document was already approved at the 
previous meeting. With respect to item 16, Section II, page 3, of document 
US-78-10-D8, it was wondered whether the chairman of the hearing 
committee would have voting privileges. 


With respect to item 16, Section II, page 3, of document US-78-10-D8, it 
was wondered whether the chairman of the hearing committee would have 
voting privileges. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it was his interpretation that the chairman would 
vote in the case of a tie vote, but otherwise would not vote. 
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It was suggested that that should be explicitly stated in item 16 
(DOC-US-78-10-D8). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. SASKIN, SECONDED BY 
MR. CANNON, THAT IT BE STATED EXPLICITLY IN ITEM 16, 
SECTION I, DOCUMENT US-78-10-D81, THAT THE CHAIRMAN OF 
THE HEARING COMMITTEE ONLY VOTES IN THE CASE OF A TIE 
VOTE. 


It was wondered whether the above amendment, if passed, would also be 
incorporated into item 12, page 4, of the document on Cheating 
(DOC-US-78-10-D6). 


It was further wondered whether the suggested rule regarding the voting 
privileges of a chairman was written into any document in the University, 
governing the operations of any committee or deliberative body. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was not written into any document and he advised 
that although the matter has been considered in the past in certain contexts, 
in general the path that has been followed has been one of not defining a 
rigid set of rules. He also felt that the idea has been accepted that where 
there was a very close parallel between this document (DOC-US-78-10-D8) 
and the document on Cheating (DOC-US-78-10-D6), we should keep that 
parallelism and it was assumed therefore, that if amendments like the one 
presently on the floor, were in fact passed, it was understood that they 
would apply also to the document on Cheating. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


With respect to item 2, Section II, document US-78-10-D8, the feeling was 
expressed that there should be less restriction on the instructor insofar as the 
options were concerned and it was suggested that the instructor should be 
allowed to give a failing grade for the work submitted, without necessarily 
giving a failing grade for the course as a whole. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MORRIS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. VERTHUY, THAT THE OPTION TO "GIVE THE STUDENT A 
FAILING GRADE IN THE WORK SUBMITTED", BE ADDED 
BETWEEN ITEMS 2, b), AND 2, c), INSECTION II, DOCUMENT 
US-78-10-D8. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Curriculum Changes in Arts and Science 


In presenting the additional curriculum changes from the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, - Urban Studies Programme (DOC-US-78-12-D3), Dr. Wall 
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advised that the title for Interdisciplinary Studies C380 should be changed to 
"The Evolution of the City”. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY MR. CANNON, 
THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE URBAN STUDIES 
PROGRAMME (DOC-US-78-12-D3), AS CHANGED, BE APPROVED. 
- MOTION CARRIED - 


Resolution concerning Aegrotat Standing 


In presenting the resolution from the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
concerning Aegrotat Standing (I)OC-US-78-12-D4), Dr. Wall explained 
that the intention was that all cases which previously would have been 
resolved by the "aegrotat standing" regulation (a Loyola campus identified 
regulation), would henceforth be handled by the Student Request 
Committee. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that what was implicitly involved in the resolution was 
the discontinuance of "aegrotat standing", which, as he understood it, has 
virtually never been used. Also, the purpose served by the regulation on 
"aegrotat standing", could in fact be served by Student Request 
Committees, which in practice was what usually happened in any case. 


He further explained that, in effect, "aegrotat standing" was giving credit in 
a course to a student who has not completed the work in the course, because 
the student was sick, and in the extreme, dead. It has been used on occasion 
as a means of giving a degree to a student who might have died towards the 
end of his programme. The reason why it was rarely used was that usually 
when a student was sick, that student would be given a reasonable 
opportunity for completing the work in the course. The proposal from the 
Faculty of Arts and Science was that special circumstances would be 
examined by Student Request Committee, which could then recommend to 
the Faculty Council whatever disposition it might deem appropriate in the 
specific circumstances. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE CALENDAR ENTRY DEALING WITH AEGROTAT STANDING 
(A LOYOLA CAMPUS-IDENTIFIED REGULATION), BE DELETED, 
AND THAT THE STUDENT REQUEST COMMITTEE BE UTILIZED 
FOR ALL CASES WHICH PREVIOUSLY WOULD HAVE BEEN 
RESOLVED BY THE AEGROTAT STANDING REGULATION 
(DOC-US-78-12-D4). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Supplemental Examinations 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the two items that appeared under this section of 
the Agenda represented two topics that have arisen rather separately but on 
an obviously converging path. 


He explained that two years ago when Senate was debating the 
Undergraduate Academic Regulations, it was agreed that there should be a 
discussion on supplemental examinations at some point in the future. Also, 
supplemental examinations were one of the few remaining general areas of 
academic regulations where there has not been a discussion in Senate and 
where new general Concordia regulations have not been adopted. In the 
logic of proceeding through the academic regulations, we have now reached 
the point where Senate could take up the debate on supplementals. 


Under agenda item IX, a), 1), Basic Principles of Supplemental 
Examinations, the Steering Committee was putting before Senate the 
proposal that there be a general debate on supplementals. 


Agenda item IX, a), 2) was a document which has come from the Faculty of 
Arts and Science, which was a proposal for supplemental examination 
regulations as perceived by and for that Faculty. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that when the issue of supplemental examinations has 
come up previously at Senate, however precipitated, one question that was 
clearly being put from time to time was should there be supplemental 
examinations at all, and he suggested that was the question that Senate 
might take as a starting point for the debate. 


He stated that it has been suggested from time to time that, whereas once 
upon a time most courses were conducted in such a way that at the end of a 
course there was a single examination that counted for one hundred percent 
of the final grade and therefore a supplemental examination was a second 
opportunity to take that examination over again, now the final examination 
often counts for such a small part of the total course that even the concept of 
supplemental examinations has no meaning, because it was hard to define 
what a supplemental would be given on. 


Concern was expressed over the difficulties that instructors encounter if 
they wish to allow their students another two weeks to write a better term 
paper and it was argued that it was easier to give a supplemental 
examination than to get authorization to accept term papers more than one 
week after the end of classes. 


Concern was also voiced over the phrase "failed student" in item 1, page 1, 
of document US-78-12-D7 and it was stated that one would like to have 
some assurance that that indeed meant a "failed year student" as opposed to 
a student who had failed a particular course. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the phrase did in fact mean a "failed year student”. 


It was stated that as a first choice one would be in favor of not having 
supplementals at all. However, as a more practical political second choice, 
each Faculty should perhaps be allowed to establish its own policies, with, 
of course, the sanction of Senate. It was suggested that there might be some 


virtue in having different procedures in different Faculties, responding to 
different needs. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that in this process of establishing Concordia-wide 
regulations, we needed a university-wide regulation on supplemental 
examinations. However, there was no reason why such a regulation could 
not be that "Faculties shall establish their own regulations for supplemental 
examinations", which in fact was more or less the position that we have 
drifted into at the moment. He pointed out that one reason why we presently 
have that situation was because we have had, as in so many other areas, a 
Loyola policy and a Sir George Williams policy, so that inevitably we have 
not had a single policy on supplementals. Since this has hardly been at the 
top of anyone's concerns, because we were only reaching it this year, the 
situation has in a sense drifted. 


Also, Senate could decide that there should be the same supplemental policy 
across the University, in which case we would then try to develop a single 
policy. On the other hand, Senate may decide that there could be separate 
policies in each Faculty and in which case, each of the Faculties where it 
does not already exist would then establish their own policies. However, if 
we go the latter route, while there might be separate Faculty policies, the 
process of administering the regulations was administered centrally and 
there would be a need for a document on the implementation of that 
principle. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWANY, THAT EACH FACULTY SHALL ESTABLISH ITS OWN 
POLICIES ON SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATIONS. 


It was stated that in moving to a Faculty-level basis, there was one area that 
would have to be picked up. That was the question of independent students 
who belong to no Faculty whatsoever. 


It was explained that the word "Faculty" in the motion, applied not to the 
student but rather to the place in which the course was listed. 


It was argued that the above interpretation would not solve the problem, 
because it was entirely possible that a student in Engineering, who was not 
in acceptable standing in Engineering, could be taking a course in another 
Faculty in which supplemental privileges were allowed. 


It was suggested that the solution to the problem was to leave it up to the 
Faculty to decide in which of its courses supplemental examinations would 
be permitted, which would resolve the difficulty with independent students. 
In terms of the eligibility of students on an overall basis, to write 
supplementals, it would depend on the regulations of their home Faculty. 


It was explained that what was really being suggested was that in order to 
be eligible to write a supplemental examination, a student must be eligible 
under both the academic regulations of that student's home Faculty, and the 
supplemental regulations of the Faculty in which the course was given. 


By way of example for the above explanation, it was stated that a student 
registered in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration taking a course 
offered by the Faculty of Arts and Science in which supplemental 
examinations were allowed, would be allowed to write a supplemental 
examination in that course, provided he was not a failed student according 
to the academic regulations of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, confirmed that the above example was in 
fact the way in which the system presently operated and he advised that he 
had no difficulty with the idea that each Faculty establish their own 
regulations on supplementals, provided it was defined according to the 
above explanations. That was, that it was understood that if a supplemental 
examination was available in a given course, a student in another Faculty 
taking that course who was eligible to write that examination, could do so 
even though the student's home Faculty did not allow supplementals in its 
own courses. This would also mean that an independent student would be 
subject to whatever regulations were applicable to a course in which that 
student was registered, as determined by the Faculty in which that course 
was given. 


It was stated that it should also be clear that a Faculty may not forbid one of 
its students to take a supplemental examination, if such was available in a 
course given by another Faculty. 


Stated another way, each Faculty shall decide which of its own courses 
shall have supplemental examinations and in a course in which 
supplementals were allowed, in accordance with its own Faculty's 
regulations, every student in that course, regardless of the student's home 
Faculty, shall be entitled to write the supplemental examination, unless that 
student was a failed student in accordance with the academic regulations of 
the student's home Faculty. 


Mr. Adams advised that he was concerned with the idea that each faculty 
should identify in which of its own courses there would be supplementals 
because although supposedly this was already on the books, the fact was 
that it was never really designated properly as to which courses had 
supplemental examinations. It was difficult to designate those course where 
supplemental examinations were permitted, particularly in those courses 
which had multiple sections, where the instructor in one section may want 
to hold a supplemental examination but an instructor in another section may 
not want to. He felt that as a solution, Senate should consider a suggestion 
that was made during the discussions on the grading system, that the grade 
of "F" would indicate that the student could write a supplemental but if the 
student was in a course where there were no supplemental examinations, the 
grade of "FF" would be used. 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that the motion on the floor be voted on and that the 
documentation on supplementals be looked at outside of Senate, in the light 
of today's discussion. If there then seemed to be need for a specific 
document to be passed by Senate, it would be brought back. He felt that 
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some of the things that Senate would very quickly get into a discussion 
about, would no doubt be discussed at Faculty Councils, if the motion was 
passed. However, he wished to reserve judgment on the question as to 
whether there was need for a little more than the simple statement that the 
Faculties would make their own regulations. 


It was stated that while one was in favor of approving the motion in the 
spirit of the discussion, one would nonetheless like to see a formal 
statement for ratification by Senate. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Mr. Adams presented the Proposed Regulations Where Supplemental 
Examinations are Permitted (DOC-US-78-12-D7), which he hoped Senate 
would see fit to approve, so that it could be submitted for entry into the 
1979/80 Calendar, replacing the two campus-identified entries which 
presently exist. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he had looked at the document (US-78-12-D7) and 
insofar as he could determine, it was very much a statement of what the 
current practice was. Also, since the debate at today's meeting has 
essentially said that we would continue to do what was happening now, he 
felt that Senate could pass the document without very much concern that in 
doing so we would be moving off in some other direction. 


Responding to a question concerning Calendar entries for the individual 
Faculties, Mr. Adams advised that document US-78-12-D6 indicated the 
current practice in each Faculty and it would be his recommendation that the 
statements in document US-78-12-D6 be printed under the respective 
Faculty sections in the Calendar. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that some appropriate updated version of what 
appeared in document US-78-12-D6 could be inserted in the Calendar. 
However, he emphasized that the section for the Faculty of Arts and Science 
would have to be rewritten to coincide with the Supplemental Examination 
Regulations as approved by the Interim Council of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science (DOC-US-78-12-D8), because what was written in document 
US-78-12-D6 was a description of what was happening up to this point in 
the predecessor Faculties. 


Concerning item 1, under "Completion of Courses Graded Incomplete" 
(DOC-US-78-12-D7), it was stated that there was some confusion on the 
part of failed students who are readmitted on a "trial basis", with the 
condition that they must pass the next thirty credits in a first attempt. It was 
pointed out that what was not made clear in the regulation was that the "first 
attempt" did not allow for a grade of "incomplete". While one was 
personally in favor of allowing such a student a grade of "incomplete", if it 
was the regulation that such was not the case, it should be more clearly 
spelled out in the Calendar. 


78-12-19 


78-12-20 


78-12-21 


Mr. Adams advised that it had been established during the debate on the 
Grading System that the grade of "incomplete" was a failed grade and that 
once the grade was submitted by an instructor it was considered as a first 
attempt. However, he explained that there was approximately three weeks 
from the time of submission of the grade to the point at which the evaluation 
of students was made, during which time that grade could be changed by 
the instructor. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was being said was that, in the context of 
document US-78-12-D7, it might be wise to state a little more fully and 
completely what the regulation was, because of varying interpretations and 
expectations. He suggested that an attempt be made outside the Senate 
meeting to determine exactly what the issue was and possibly to enlarge on 
the statement of what the existing s3fstem meant. 


He explained again that the content of document US-78-12-D7 was 
essentially the same as what already appeared in the Calendar under 
Campus-Identified Regulations (DOC-US-78-12-D5) and what was being 
proposed was to replace those statements on Supplemental Examination 
Regulations with the single statement contained in document US-78-12-D7. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. STEWART, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TITTLER, THAT THE "PROPOSED REGULATIONS WHERE 
SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATIONS ARE PERMITTED" 
(DOC-US-78-12-D7). BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
Dr. O'Brien advised that Mr. Adams would have to contact the individual 
Faculties to find out what the appropriate statements for submission to the 


Calendar, from each Faculty would be. 


Curriculum Changes in Arts and Science (continued) 


Dr. Wall advised that the title for Interdisciplinary Studies C380 should not 
have been changed to "The Evolution of the City" as he has suggested, but 
rather should remain as submitted in document US-78-12-D3 "Urban 
Planning in Historical Perspective." Senate agreed that the editorial change 
to the title of Interdisciplinary Studies C380 be withdrawn and that the 
course title remain as submitted "Urban Planning in Historical Perspective". 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


